PHI 1101 FINAL EXAM 
(Critical Thinking, Republic) 

Deductively Valid Argument Forms
1. Modus Ponens.If p then q
P
Therefore, q

Ex. If you live in Montreal, then you live in Quebec.
You live in Montreal.
Therefore, you live in Quebec. p = antecedent
q= consequent


* AFFIRMING THE ANTECEDENT. *
2. Modus TollensIf p then q
-q
Therefore, -p

Ex. If you live in Montreal, then you live in Quebec. 
You do not live in Quebec
Therefore you do not live in Montreal.

 * DENYING THE CONSEQUENT. *If p then q
If q then r
Therefore, if p then r



3. Hypothetical Syllogism
Ex. If you live in Montreal, then you live in Quebec.
If you live in Quebec, then you live in Canada. 
Therefore, if you live in Montreal, then you live in Canada.

4. Disjunctive SyllogismEither p or q.
Not-p.
Therefore, q

Ex. You had either white milk or chocolate milk.
You did not have white milk.
Therefore, you had chocolate milk.

Formally Invalid Argument Forms
If p then q
q
Therefore, p


1. The Fallacy of Affirming the Consequent
Ex. If you like Star Trek, you like Lost.
You like Lost.
Therefore, you like Star Trek.

Because this argument is  invalid, a counterexample can be found..
P1: If it is raining, then the streets are wet.
P2: The streets are wet.
C:  Therefore it is raining.
· P1 and P2 might be true while C is false.  
· The streets might be wet for another reason…


2. The Fallacy of Denying the AntecedentIf p then q
-p
Therefore, -q


Ex. If you like Star Trek, you like Lost.
You do not like Star Trek.
Therefore, you do not like Lost.

Because this argument is invalid, a counterexample can be found…
P1: If it is raining, then the streets are wet.
P2: It is not raining.
C:  Therefore, the streets are not wet.
· P1 and P2 might be true while C is false.  
· The streets might be wet for another reason…

UNIT1. 
· Statement: A statement is a sentence used to make a claim.  Statements are capable of being either true or false (not commands, questions and expressions of volition)
· Laws of Logic: 
The Law of Non-Contradiction
· This law states that it is impossible for both a proposition and its negation to be true at the same time.  
The Law of the Excluded Middle or the Law of Bivalence 
· This logical law states that every proposition must be either true or false.  In other words, any middle position between truth and falsity is excluded
· Sets of propositions : 
Sets
· While statements are capable of being either true or false, sets of propositions are consistent or inconsistent.
		Consistency
· A set of propositions is consistent if and only if it is possible for all of the sentences in that set to be true at the same time. 
Inference
· Inference is a relationship between two thoughts that occurs when one thought supports or justifies or makes it reasonable to believe another.
· One thought provides support for another thought or it makes it reasonable to believe that another thought is true
· A logical relationship between thoughts
Arguments 
· An argument is a set of statements that claims that one or more of those statements, called the premises, support, or justify, or make it reasonable to believe that  another of those statements, the conclusion, is true.

· Logical Strength 
· When the premises really do support the conclusion, the argument is logically strong.
· When they do not really support the conclusion, the argument is logically weak.
· Soundness 
· An argument is sound if is logically strong and it has true premises.
· Inductive Arguments 
· In virtue of the logical form of an inductive argument, the truth of its premises makes the truth of its conclusion probable
· Not as strong
· Badly constructed
· Deductive Arguments 
· An argument is said to be deductively valid if and only if whenever all the premises are true, the conclusion must also be true.  
· The premises, if true, guarantee the truth of the conclusion.
· Reductio Ad Absurdum 
· One way to show that a proposition is false is to show that a contradiction follows from it.
· P1: Socrates is an Olympian God.	  
· P2: Olympian Gods are immortal.
· P3: Socrates died in 399 B.C.
· Therefore, Socrates is immortal (by P2) and mortal (by P3). 	(CONTRADICTION!)
· Therefore, the statement “Socrates is an Olympian God’ is false. (By Reductio ad Absurdum.  That is, because of the Law on Non-Contradiction)
· Therefore, the statement “Socrates is not an Olympian God” is true (By the Law of the Excluded Middle)
· Enytheme
· An argument in which the conclusion or one of the premises has been left unstated. 
· Sorites
· Connected series of arguments in which the conclusion of one argument also serves as a premise in another argument.

UNIT2-3
Principal of Charity 
Adopt the most charitable interpretation of your opponent’s words. 
· The most charitable interpretation is the one that makes the opponent’s views as reasonable, plausible or defensible as possible.
· When two interpretations are possible always adopt the more reasonable one! Unless something in the context suggests that another interpretation is what the person means.
· If the purpose of the debate or discussion is to win, the Principle of Charity will hobble us.
· Winning isn’t the primary purpose of rational discussion.
· The primary purpose = discover the truth and develop a position that is as reasonable and defensible as possible.
· Sophists happily violate the Principle of Charity because their goal is to win arguments.
· Principle of Charity applies not just to single statements but also to longer passages, or even entire books.

Ambiguity and Vagueness 
Vagueness 
·  A vague statement lacks a precise meaning, has no specifiable meaning. (Unnecessary and unproductive) 
· Some sentences look precise, but are actually extremely vague.
· In certain contexts, philosophical ones, for example, vagueness is unacceptable.
Ambiguity 
· Ambiguous sentences or words have two or more different meanings, each of these meanings is usually quite precise.
Sematic ambiguity: arise from possible multiple meanings of terms used.  Ex: Small children can make tasty snacks. 
· Collective: Refers to the whole class rather than each and every member. 
· Distributive: Refers to each and every member of a class.
· Use: To use a word is to use it in its normal function to refer to something else. The word is a sign or a symbol of something else. Ex: Tom said I was angry.
· Mention: To mention a word is to draw attention to the word itself. Ex: Tom said, “I was angry”.
· English grammar requires that when a word is mentioned rather than used, it should be italicized or placed in quotation marks.  Tests, examinations, self-test and practice questions in this course, however, will not follow this convention in order not to give the answer away.

Grammatical ambiguity: arises from a confusing grammatical construction rather than the meaning of words, occurs when the grammatical structure of a sentence allows two interpretations, each of which gives rise to a different meaning. Ex: Last night I shot a burglar in my pajamas. Explanation: You shot a burglar when you were dressed in pajamas OR you shot a burglar who was in your pajamas. 
Other useful distinctions: 
· Synthetic statements: truth or falsity doesn’t only depend on the meaning of the terms; truth or falsity is not simply a function of their meaning.
· Analytic statements are true by definition. Ex: All bachelors are unmarried men. 
· Contradictory statements are false by definition. Ex: Bachelors are married men. 
· Antecedent Conditions: conditions that have to be met for a claim to be true or for something to occur.
· Consequent: outcome or resultant state.
· Definition of a Necessary Condition: Let’s call the antecedent condition “X” and the consequent “Y.” X is a necessary condition for Y if, and only if, when X is false Y must also be false Or When X is absent, Y cannot occur
· Definition of a sufficient condition:  X is a sufficient condition for Y, if and only if, when X is true, then Y must also be true Or When X is present Y must occur. In other words, X is a sufficient condition for Y if its truth or presence guarantees Y 
Republic 
1. 336b-339b 
(Thrasymachus) 
· Thrasymachus enters the argument of justice – seeking to dominate.
· Insults others 
· Accuses Socrates of being a sophist.Pancration: Boxing combined with wrestling, kicking and strangling (no biting)

His Definition:
Justice is the advantage of the stronger (might makes right)

Literal meaning of stronger: physically… 
But Socrates knows it’s not what he means.

He means; 
· In each city, those who rule, the rulers, are the stronger.
· As rulers they are strong because they are in power
· Those who rule, the stronger, make the laws to their own advantage.
Premise One:  The stronger are the rulers.
Premise Two:  The rulers make the laws.
Premise Three:  The rulers make the laws to their own advantage.
Premise Four: The laws constitute what is just.
Conclusion: Justice is the advantage of the stronger.








Logical Strength: An argument has logical strength when the premises, if true, actually provide support for the conclusion or make it reasonable to believe the conclusion is true.


Socrates says that Thrasymachus’s argument is not logically strong or sound.   

2. 342e-345a 
(The Shepherd and the Sheep)
·  Socrates chooses to ask about the truth of the premises.
· Probes Premise Three.
“ The rulers make the laws to their own advantage”    (Is this true??) 
· Socrates considers other types of rulers besides political rulers, or the rulers of cities.
· His examples: a ship captain rules over his sailors; shepherds rule over their sheep.
Therefore, rulers seek the advantage of their subjects.Premise One: Shepherds and ship’s captains are rulers.
Premise Two: Shepherds and ships’ captains seek the advantage of the ruled.
Conclusion: Therefore, it is false that rulers make the laws to their own advantage.


 Thrasymachus’s response.
· Gets angry
· Insults Socrates
· Accuses him of being naïve.
· 










Thrasymachus’s options.OPTION 2.
· That Socrates’ argument is not sound. 
· Say that one or more of the premises are false. 


  OPTION 1.
· Say that Socrates’ argument is not logically strong.  
· Few examples are not sufficient to support the conclusion.  
· Sailors and sheep may not seek their own advantage, but most other rulers do.



He chooses OPTION 2.
· He considers the truth of the premises.
· Thrasymachus asserts that it is false that shepherds seek the advantage of their subjects.
· Shepherds take care of the sheep to serve THEIR interests. Not to serve the interest of the sheep.
· Those who rule the cities do the same with their subjects. 
· He rejects Premise 2. 

Thrasymachus, the Sophist.
The ugly truth that the tradition covers: When you obey the law, when you are just, you are hurting yourself and serving the interests of the strong, the powerful.
·  Injustice is more powerful than justice.
· The unjust life is the best life.  It is the happiest life.  Injustice is profitable.

The Best Life 
· The one in which you make the laws, but never have to obey them.  
· The one in which you are powerful enough to be completely unjust, but can make everyone else behave justly.
· The unjust life is the happiest life.
· People only reproach injustice because they do not want to be the victim’s of other people’s injustice. 
· They reproach it only because they fear suffering it.

Justice and Power.
	Injustice is more powerful than justice.

Socrates is not going to let this go.. but Thrasymachus prepares to leave, possibly expecting to be getting some new students. 

3. 351c – 352b
(No honour among thieves)

Is Injustice more Powerful?
· Socrates wants to prove that justice is strong and profitable, and injustice is weak and unprofitable.
· Which is more profitable for cities and people: justice or injustice?
He asks Thrasymachus: 	
Do you think that any group with a common purpose would be able to achieve this common purpose if the members of the group were unjust to each other? (Ex. Rob a bank)
They agree that…
· A group would achieve more if they were just to one another.
· Injustice causes civil war, hatred, fighting..
· Justice brings friendship and a sense of common purpose.

Any group whose members are unjust cannot achieve a common goal.
Therefore injustice is not more powerful than justice







Injustice in the individual soul 
· Injustice makes a single individual incapable of achieving anything
· In a state of civil war, and not of one mind
· Makes him his own enemy, as well as of other people. 

Book One
· No satisfactory answer 
· Socrates returns to it
· Book one ends inconclusively
· Socrates asserts that injustice is never more profitable than justice
· Thrasymachus is bitter – not satisfied 
· Socrates says that Thrasymachus has not considered anything carefully 
· He does not know what justice is so how can he prove that it is more profitable than injustice?
· He does not have an essentialist definition of justice.
· The result of the discussion…

Conclusion of Book One
· Neither of them are satisfied 
· Socrates says he knows nothing. - Does not know yet what justice is (virtue or leads to happiness?)
· He has beaten Thrasymachus at the Sophistical game of verbal sparring.
· Socrates has a right to the admiration and allegiance of the noble youth.  He will influence them.





4. bk11 357a-b
(Glaucon’s question)

Beginning of Book Two
· Distinction between sophistry and careful, critical thought
· Glaucon refuses to accept Thrasymachus’ abandonment of the argument. 

Glaucon’s Question
· “Socrates, he said, do you want to seem to have persuaded us that it is better in every way to be just than unjust, or do you want truly to convince us of this?” (357b)

Glaucon’s challenge: 
· Justice good? Confusing because the meaning is ambiguous. 
· Three properties 
· Having eliminated any possible ambiguities, Glaucon asks Socrates to argue that justice is good in the strongest sense.
· Three classes of goods: 
· If something is good only because of its consequences, it is instrumentally good. 
· If something is good in itself apart from its consequences, so that we welcome it for its own sake, then it is intrinsically good.
· Something is good both because of its consequences and for its own sake. Instrumentally and intrinsically good. 
· His challenge: To show that justice is both instrumentally and intrinsically good.
· He says that this is not most peoples’ opinion.
· Considered difficult, (bad tasting medicine) “only instrumentally good.”
· Justice = to be avoided as troublesome.
· Glaucon asserts that Thrasymachus gave up too easily
· Glaucon > Socrates: 	
· Give a definition of justice. 
· Demonstrate that justice is intrinsically good.
· Socrates: 
· Agrees to demonstrate that justice is both intrinsically and instrumentally good.
· Origins of Justice: 
· Believed that injustice = intrinsically good. 
· Why? Suffered injustice. Want to avoid having it happening again. 
· Decide that it is a good idea to come to an agreement with other people not to be unjust, this was they can avoid being the victim of injustice in the future.
· Justice = instrumentally good: no one values it for its own sake; they would much prefer to be unjust.
·  Justice = useful because of its consequences:  everyone agrees to be just = desired consequence of justice suffering. 
· Glaucon: Those who lack the power both to do injustice and to avoid suffering it come to agreement to neither do injustice nor to suffer it = justice is merely instrumentally good. 
· Human Nature: 
· Justice preferred = intrinsically good. 
· The Essence of Human Nature: Pleonexia
· Pleonexia = desire to outdo others and get more. 
· Justice is Unnatural: 
· Pleonexia is natural +Justice is unnatural.
· Artificial creation: created by agreement and backed by law = perversion = Treating fairness with respect is a perversion of our pleonexic human nature.
· The True Man: 
· Strong man = never make the justice agreement with anyone.
· Any one strong enough to be unjust without suffering the consequences would never allow him to be limited by the laws of justice. (Gyges’ ring) 
· Gyges’ Ring: 
· Claims everyone will use the ring. 
· The Project: 
· Socrates = challenged to give definition of justice > demonstrate that it is both intrinsically and instrumentally good. 
· Socrates will argue that justice is intrinsically and instrumentally good.
· The origin of justice
· Human nature 
Ideal City and its Classes 
· Socrates> justice is in the city? (Polis), if this definition can be applied to the soul = construct the ideal or completely good city.
· Ideal city = Kallipolis = must recognize the essential aspects of human nature = human beings to flourish.
·  Origin of the City: 
· Why do we come together in cities?
· No one = self-sufficient. Need many things: food, shelter, and clothing = stay alive.
· Different people = good at different things = the division of labor and the distribution of goods.
· The city is a necessary condition.
· Necessary and Sufficient Conditions: 
· A city that = basic human needs might be a necessary condition, but is it a sufficient condition?
· Glaucon The City of Pigs Objection: 
· “It seems that you make your people feast without any delicacies.”
· “If you were founding a city for pigs, Socrates, wouldn’t you fatten them on the same diet?”
· Glaucon: pleonexia = essence of human nature.
· Human nature = wanting more (pleonexia) luxuries. 
· Necessary and Unnecessary Desires: 
· More than needed. 
· No natural resting place for our desires, fixed point of satisfaction, Pleonexia
· Want what others have. 
· Conflict: 
· CRIME 
· WAR 
· EMPIRE 
· Guardians: 
· Police / warrior class = Guardians
· If the Guardians are to be good guardians < physical characteristics: keen senses, speed, strength = necessary conditions = good Guardian.
· Sufficient conditions?
· No, SPIRIT. 
1. Keen senses
2. Speed
3. Strength
4. Spirit
Necessary + sufficient conditions = good Guardian











= might be dangerous to the city, might be savage to the citizens and to each other.
>Proper education! 
· Complex City: 
· Workers: The producer class: meet our necessary + unnecessary desires
· Guardians: The warrior class: wage the wars and deal with crimes = inevitable result of pleonexia and the unnecessary desires. Need a careful education = do not turn on the citizens and enslave them.
· These classes sufficient? 
· Not sufficient > need a ruling class. City = complex.
· Who should Rule? 
· Chosen from the Warrior class, older than the ruled, best of the warrior class/knowledgeable + capable. 

· Sufficient? 
· No, Rulers must also care for the city. 
· The Rulers must believe that: 
· If the city does badly = they will do badly
· If the city does well = they will do well
· Must identify the good of the city with their own good
· Sufficient? 
· No, >preserve this belief; time, argument, pain, suffering nor fear can make them change their mind.
· The following conditions are individually necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for being a good Rulers; 
· Chosen from the Warrior class
· Older than the ruled
· The best of the Warrior class: they must be knowledgeable and capable
·  Identify good of the city with their own good
· Preserve belief
· Division of Guardian Class: 
· Guardians (Warriors) 
· True Guardians (Rulers)
· The Warriors = called Auxiliaries
· The Rulers = called Guardians

UNIT4. 

· Reconstructing Arguments
· Identifying
· The premises
· The conclusion
· The relationship between them
· Types of missing premises
· Type One: Supplies information the speaker presumably knows or believes.
· Type Two: Contains an assumption or presupposition which explains why the speaker believes the premises support the conclusion.
· The Structure of Arguments
· reveals how the premises are intended to support the conclusion.
· Tree Diagrams****
· A schematic representation of an argument.
· Use letters to represent the premises (P1, P2, MP3) and the conclusion (C, C1, C2, MC2).
· Use an arrow to represent the inference.

Republic.
1. III 415d-417b
(Housing and Property Arrangements for the Auxiliaries and Guardians)

The Kallipolis – How will the Auxiliaries and Guardians live?
PROBLEM  “”Isn’t it necessary, therefore, to guard in every way against our auxiliaries doing anything like that to the citizens because they are stronger, thereby becoming savage masters instead of kindly allies.”
· A good education will help prevent this.
· But they also need the kind of housing and property  that will not encourage them to do evil to the other citizens.
· The Auxiliaries and Guardians must not possess any private property beyond what is necessary.
· Their storerooms must be open to all.
· They must just get what they need.  In other words,  they will have only their necessary, not their  unnecessary desires satisfied.  The money for this will come from the taxes of the other citizens as their salary.
· They must eat in common messes and live like soldiers in a camp.
· They alone among the citizens must not touch gold or silver.
· If they have private property or money they won’t be guardians but business men.  This will make them more likely to be be the hostile masters of the citizens.
· Socrates says all of this must be established as law.  Glaucon agrees.
How should they live?
· The Auxiliaries and Guardians must not become savage masters of the citizens.
· They are more likely to become savage masters if they live as money-makers.
· On the other hand, they are less likely to become savage masters if they live as soldiers.

Housing and Property
· If they acquire private property, they will live as money makers, not as soldiers  must not aquire private property
· If they do not live and eat together, they will live as money makers, not as soldiers  must live and eat together

2. 419a-421c 
(Adeimantus’s objection)
P1:  We should give the Auxiliaries and Guardians the greatest happiness.
P2: The Auxiliaries and Guardians will have the greatest happiness if they may acquire private property and live in their own private homes.
C: Therefore, the Auxiliaries and Guardians should acquire private property and live in their own private homes.
 TREE DIAGRAM (T)

How can Socrates respond?	
P1: We should give the Auxiliaries and Guardians the greatest happiness.
P2: The Auxiliaries and Guardians will have the greatest happiness if they may acquire private property and live in their own private homes.
C: Therefore, the Auxiliaries and Guardians should acquire private property and live in their own private homes.
 TREE DIAGRAM (T)

This is a “T” form argument because each premise, considered by itself, provides little or no support for the conclusion. The premises only provide support for the conclusion if they both are true.

	Socrates only needs to show that one premise is false. 
	 he rejects P1. 
We are not aiming to give just one class in the city the greatest happiness.
We are aiming to see that the city as a whole has the greatest happiness
 rejects P2.
He wouldn’t be surprised if the Auxiliaries were happiest this way.

UNIT5.

· Assessing Arguments
· The Three Criteria of a Sound Argument (ACREAD)
1. Premises must be ACCEPTABLE
2. Each individual premise should be RELEVANT to the conclusion
3. The premises, considered collectively, must provide ADEQUATE support for the conclusion
· Fallacy
· A fallacy is an error or weakness that detracts from the soundness of an argument.  
· Assessing Truth Claims
· Verification: The process of determining whether or not a truth-claim is true.
· If we can show a truth claim is true, it has been verified.
· If we can show it is false, it has been falsified.
· If we can do neither, the truth of the claim remains undetermined.
Method of verification:  depends on the type of truth claim
Types of Truth Claims: 
1. Empirical Truth Claims
Can, in principle, be checked using one of the five senses
A Posteriori = after the use of the senses
2. Non- Empirical Truth Claims
Not observable in principle
Cannot, in principle, be checked using one of the five senses
A Priori = before the use of the senses
Statements which are:
· Aesthetic:  Homer is the greatest poet in the history of the west.
· Ethical: You should be kind to animals and children.
· About the divine: God is eternal, infinite, and unchanging. 
Begging the Question
· 	An argument begs the question when its premises presuppose, directly or indirectly, the truth of the conclusion.

False Dichotomy
Types of alternatives
1. Exhaustive/ Non-Exhaustive
Exhaustive alternatives cover all the possibilities.
Non-Exhaustive  In the world of pets, the choice between a dog or a cat is non-exhaustive. (Your pet could be a ferret)
2. Exclusive/ Non-Exclusive
Exclusive  The choice of one alternative rules out the other.
(Passing or failing the course)
Non-Exclusive 
	You can do both, so the choice of one alternative does not rule out the other. (having a job or being a student)

Republic
Bk.1 352e-354a
(Function and Virtue)

· The function of something is what it does best or uniquely (Knife to cut)
· The virtue of a thing is the property or characteristic that enables it to fulfill its function well (Knife Sharpness)

Bk.IV 427d-434d 
(Virtues of the City) Justice in Kallipolis

· Essentialist Definition
· Socrates is seeking a definition of justice that reveals its essential nature or essence
· Reportive Definition: Reports standard usage
· Essentialist Definition: Usually rooted in standard usage, but then revises standard usage to correctly convey the essential nature of the term being defined
Cephalus’ Definition 
Justice is telling the truth and paying your debts
· Reportive
· Reports what most people think 
· Close to standard usage
· Socrates asks if this definition reveals the true nature or essence of justice – if it is a good essentialist definition.
· The heart of Cephalus’ definition: Giving people and the gods what they are owed or what they deserve.
Defining Justice
· Socrates takes this notion of giving people what they are owed and revises it in the light of what he knows about the classes of the Kallipolis.
· Function (Ergon) and Virtue (Arete)
· Functions of the Citizens: 
· Working (meeting necessary and unnecessary desires)
· Guarding
· Ruling
· Virtues of the Citizens:
· What will allow the citizens of the Kallipolis to fulfill their functions of working, guarding or ruling well?
· They will fulfill their functions well if they know their natures and can cultivate and express them fully.
Definition of Justice as a Virtue: 
· The city is just if its citizens can know their natures and can cultivate and express them fully.
Intrinically and Instrumentally Good 
· Glaucon earlier gave the example of health as something that is both instrumentally and intrinsically good.
· “Virtue seems, then, to be a kind of health, fine condition, and well being of the soul, while vice is a disease, shameful condition, and weakness.”

UNIT6.

· Relevance.
· If the premises of an argument are relevant to the conclusion, they must make it more likely, if they are true, that the conclusion is true
· Non Sequitur
· This is the traditional term for arguments with irrelevant premises.
Fallacies of Relevance
· Appeal to Pity
· The speaker or writer appeals to our emotions of pity or sympathy when they are irrelevant  to the truth of the conclusion.
· Example: Socrates is not guilty.  Think of how Xanthippe will suffer if he is convicted!
· There are situations when an appeal to pity is relevant.
· Perhaps she and the children will starve if Socrates is executed.
· Appeal to Force
· The speaker or writer threatens the use of force (physical or other kinds of pressure such as economic pressure or emotional blackmail) as a reason for accepting that the conclusion is true.
· Appeal to Popularity 
· The speaker or writer argues that a belief is true because it is popular or widely held.  
· Ex. Cephalus is right about justice because he is stating what everyone believes.
· 
· Appeal to Authority 
· So-and-so says X.
Therefore, X is true (or probably true).
· Example:  Workers must not be rulers because Socrates says so.
· When are they relevant?
· Two Conditions:
1. It is difficult or impossible in the matter in question to obtain the information we lack.
2. The authority is entitled to an authoritative status on the matter in question
Ad Hominem 	
· Argument against the Man
· Rejecting a proposition on the grounds of the personal characteristics of the person when they are irrelevant to the truth of the conclusion.
Appeal to Personal Qualities
· When are they relevant?
· In some situations it is legitimate to argue that a person’s statements should not be relied upon: 
· because she is untrustworthy
·  because he has a strong interest (material, political, etc.) in convincing you
Tu Quoque
· This is a special case of the ad hominem.
· It is also called the Two Wrongs  fallacy.
· Latin: You too 
· This fallacy is committed when the conclusion of an argument claims that an accusation is false and supports this claim by asserting that the accuser is also open to the same accusation.
Fallacy of Equivocation
· This fallacy arises when a premise has two interpretations (it is ambiguous) and the sense in which the premise is true is not the sense required by the conclusion

UNIT7.

Assessing Adequacy
· The third criterion of a sound argument:
· The premises should be adequate to support the conclusion.
· Relying on premises that are inadequate to support the conclusion is sometimes called: 
· Jumping to conclusions or
· Reaching a hasty conclusion
· Criteria of Adequacy 
· The criteria of adequacy for deductive arguments is called deductive validity
· The criteria of adequacy for inductive arguments is call inductive strength
Fallacy of Adequacy 
· Post Hoc
· Latin: after this, so because of this
· Only appear in concepts part- not applications. ( EXAM)
· This fallacy occurs when it is argued that something that occurs before some event must be the cause of that event.	

UNIT8.

Counterexamples
· Another way of defining a valid argument is to say that it has no counterexamples.  
· A counterexample to a deductive argument is an argument of the same logical form as the argument being tested which has true premises and a false conclusion.  
Adequacy and Counterexamples
· Finding a counterexample to a deductive argument demonstrates that the argument is invalid because it shows that there are conditions under which the premises of that argument could be true and its conclusion false. 

UNIT9.
Inductive Arguments

Analogical Argument by Properties
· This is an inductive argument: An inductive argument is an argument form, which claims that the truth of premises makes it probable that the conclusion is true.
· Analogy:  An observed similarity between two things or two types of things.
· On the basis of  an analogy, we conclude that  items that are similar in observed ways are also similar in some further unobserved way.
Inductive Strength of the Analogical Argument by Properties
· Depends on the relevance and number of observed similarities.
· EX. Canada geese are water birds (Property A) that nest in Canada in the early spring (Property B) and migrate south in the winter (Property C).





The Republic.
Bk. IV 434d-435e
(From the City to the Soul)

How can we apply what we know about justice in the city to justice in the soul?
STRATEGY  the argument from analogy.
· Must establish that the soul is like the city in a sufficient number of relevant ways if this argument is to be inductively strong.
Relevant Similarities
· Same number and kinds of parts.
· After all, Socrates arrived at his definition of justice by considering the classes of the city and their functions and virtues.
Number and Kinds of Parts
Kallipolis			Soul
· Guardians		?
· Auxiliaries		?
· Workers		?

435e-441d
(Tripartite soul)

Does the Soul have the Same Three Parts as the City?
ARGUMENT FROM  the Law of Non-Contradiction and the Existing Conflicts in the Soul
Law of Non-Contradiction
· It is impossible for a proposition and its negation to be true at the same time and in the same respect.  
· it cannot be the case that Socrates is a man and is not a man at the same time and in the same respect.
The Argument
· We experience conflict or contradiction in our soul.  
· We experience conflicting or contradictory desires (We want and do not want something at the same time) 
Our Conflicts
· Socrates examines the kinds of conflicts we experience in our soul and concludes that the soul has three parts:  
1. The irrational, appetitive part which hungers, thirsts and lusts, t
2. The spirited part by which it gets angry
3. The rational part with which it reasons.
Conclusion- Classes and Parts of the Soul
	Guardians  Reason
	Auxiliaries  Spirit
	Workers  Appetite



441d-444e
(Virtues of the Individual Soul)

Justice in the City
· Rep. IV 434c-d: “For the money-making, auxiliary, and guardian classes each to do its own work in the city … That’s justice.”
· The city is just if its citizens can know their natures and can cultivate and express them fully.
Soul
· Just as the Guardians rule in the Kallipolis, reason must rule over the other parts of the tripartite soul.
· Only if reason rules can the other parts express themselves. If another part rules, it will suppress the other parts.
Intrinsically and Instrumentally Good
· Justice is harmony, order
· It is to the soul and the city as health is to the body
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